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The reasoning is simple, but requires a little detail.
The results are not surprising, especially since the work of Collins and Qiu (2007) and Mulders and Rogers
(2010) on non-universality of TMDs for hadronic scattering — but the method may be interesting.



A. Final State Interactions and Factorization: Comments and Motivation

e To be specific, consider

Ha(pa) + Hp(pp) — t(p:) + t(pg) + X

e Collinear factorization for single-particle inclusive cross sections

do ar
d3p; = Z; Ja/a ® fo/8 ® &Zb—twrx(pt) + O(A/my)

For the top with pr ~ m;, no fragmentation function is necessary.
e No role for soft FSI at leading power: universal pdfs and a short-distance cross section only.
e This is why, in principle QCD prediction for the top AFB is robust.
e But what happened to the FSIs — how do they get into O(A/m;)? And how do they appear in a

two-particle inclusive cross section — when is collinear factorization possible?

do .
d3p,d3p; - Z,; faja @ fo/ ® UEb—tt+{+x(pt7pt_) + Cspr
t a

e Can we estimate the size of corrections, C5p; associated with the final state interactions of the top pair?



e Heuristics: The production of a heavy pair is short distance & well localized. Low momentum-transfer
FSlIs are “too late” and “too diffuse” to interfere with the total cross section.
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e Why do we claim factorization for a 1Pl differential cross section?
e Well, don’t worry — there are well reasoned arguments for factorization of 1Pl cross sections.

e This talk: a variation of that reasoning to show how factorization final state interactions cancel or not
depending on the observable.

e We’'ll concentrate on the classic final state interaction: scattering by low-k; “spectators”’: remnants of
the beam.

e Heuristics of the result: for heavy particle production, the cancelation of FSls requires that the production
in the amplitude and the complex conjugate be localized at the same point. This requires a sum over
hard “recoiling” radiation.

e And for top pair production at fixed Qrpa.ir, Nnonperturbative corrections due to FSls are probably suppressed
by the order Aqcp/(QTpair). Not like 1/m;, but not so bad either.



B. Light Cone-Ordered Perturbation Theory and Detailed Unitarity

e Old-fashioned (here “light-cone ordered”) perturbation theory. We can always do one integral per loop in
every PT diagram. Here choose it as [~ component, and get form:
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Convenient kinematics for hadron-hadron: light-cone axis (&3) perpendicular to the beams:
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“Perp” vs. “transverse” momenta:
k, = (k' k*), kr=(k%K®

Beams have zero transverse, large perp. )



e LCO representation of a cross section: cut diagram.

e Initial and final states are manifest.

da.(Hab) 0(k+)
2p AB—tt+X — Z H dzlJ_dl+ H
t d?’pt orderings T of Tl, /loops {1} lines {k} 2k*
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e The final state factor for observed Dy
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e For all final states, Pyt = P~ = p4 + pp-



e General feature: infrared cancelations are a consequence of unitarity <+ hermitian Hamiltonian.

e Unitarity is manifest in LCOPT through a generalization of:

zvré(y):i( Lo ! )

y+1e y— i€

e Which generalizes to a completely differential version of the optical theorem (“detailed unitarity”) at the
level of fixed loop momenta in individual diagrams (after the minus integrals)
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j=1 @'=j+1Y; — 1€ i=1 Yi + 1€ i=1 Yi + 1€

n n

Proof: apply the LO identity and cancel terms pairwise.

e Implication for our case: the sum of terms in a cut diagram with +ie denominators with gives the difference
of an integral with all +ze and its complex conjugate. This can mean momentum integrals are not pinched
between singularities — if so can avoid infinities of the integrand — finite integrals and PT is OK!

e This little identity has many uses — in particular showing that jet cross sections and event shapes are
infrared safe.

e In the following — apply to spectator-pair quark FSls.



C. Cancellation from Detailed Unitarity for a LO FSI

e The simplest example in a little detail: [Q ~ z,p4 + xppp, * = Q~ /P~ (as above).]

F = H' H, |2né(DY + 276 (DY ]
b < 2 ) D§2) + 1€ Dgl) — 1€ < ! >
e Apply the unitarity identity to the two diagrams ...
F H H l ! X ! ! X !
—1 = a ab ] . o . .
b D§2) + 1€ D§2) + 1€ Déz) — 1€ D§2) + 1€
1 1 1 1

_|_

X — X
DY —ie " DM t+ie DY —ie” DM —ic

e Terms with two +ies or two —ies are ok — no pinch near x = ([Q — p:]~ + [p:]”)/P~ [because forward
jets are smooth functions of the total minus momenta that flow into the hard scattering.]
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e Drop nonsingular terms and trivially reorganize the other two:

_ 1 1 1 1
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e These two terms have pinches, but they cancel at leading power if we shift x in the first term by
or = (/BQ—pt - /6pt) - k.



D. From LO to AnyO: Hard-scattering Locality and Recoiling Radiation

e What have we done? The shift in = simply re-routes momentum k through the t line:

P, ' P, P, ' 7
[} H H ]

e This mechanism is completely general, but requires that we integrate over the “unobserved” p;.

¢ It will not work for the 2PI cross section, or even the cross section at measured pair transverse momentum.
Such cross sections are not independent of FSls, and do not factorize in general (either collinear or TMD),
although they can factor in the presence of unobserved high-p; radiation.

e Can’t “re-route” radiation of energy > Aqcp through spectators.

e Lesson: we need recoiling radiation hard enough to “absorb” the effects of spectator FSls. The presence
of such radiation produces locality — the elimination of interference between pair production at separated
space-time points. (This is the origin of evolution for fragmentation — viz. “cut vertices”)

e Special case to note: the generic event in top pair production will have many GeV of radiation. Suggests
the cancelation is still good at the nonperturbative level.



e The general form (ij) is the LC denominator for final state ¢ when state j is the out state.)
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e Again, we drop terms in which the x integral can be deformed. The other terms are going to cancel at
leading power:
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e Asabove ... DY — DUV = p-520) + O(k?),

e The RHS is independent of ¢ at order k, and the same shift matches all LCO denominators.
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E. A few Observations

e The most interesting FSI are scattering completely in the final state,

e Interesting feature for spectator with I ~ A, 7 ~ P~

e In this case, the final state that includes gluon k is leading power only for kr < A2/P~, but the other
two final states are leading power all the way to kr ~ A.

e The latter describe ‘true’ final state rescatterings, related to “Glauber” or “Coulomb” regions, and produce
the non-universality demonstrated by Collins and Qiu (2007) and Mulders and Rogers (2010) in the context
of TMDs.

e For this meeting, the most interesting case is when the spectator gets substantial momentum and generates
double logs. In this case, k can get substantial even for k? = 0, and if it’'s “vetoed”, the full cancellation
of FSI fails. This is the motivation for resummation.

e There is a relation to “super leading logs” (Forshaw, Kyrieleis, Seymour, 2006 — ) and a breakdown of
“QCD coherence” or “strict factorization”. Can lead to new towers of perturbative logarithms with as-yet
not yet understood color structure.

e Because the cancellation of FSl is a key ingredient in proofs of factorization, partial non cancellation of FSI
suggest it is worthwhile to consider a reanalysis of resummation applied to veto cross sections at hadron
colliders.
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